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FOREWORD
The University of Tennessee Library, in continuing the
Lecture Series begun in 1949, presents in this volume lectures
number sixteen, seventeen, and eighteen, representing the years
1964-1966. The three papers, each given by a distinguished
librarian, are significant contributions to library literature.
Lecture number sixteen was presented on March 24, 1964, by
Mr. James T. Babb, at that time Librarian of Yale University. Mr.
Babb related his own experiences when he spoke on "The Public
Relations Activity of a University Librarian." The timeliness
of this presentation was of particular importance since the University of Tennessee Library Development Program had been in
existence only a few years.
Dr. David Kaser, Director of Joint University Libraries, delivered the seventeenth lecture on March 30, 1965. In his paper,
"Academic Science and the University Library," Dr. Kaser discussed the development of science libraries and the need for rendering adequate services.
Library cooperation was the theme of the eighteenth lecture
delivered by Dr. Stephen A. McCarthy, Director of Cornell University Libraries, on March 28, 1966. Dr. McCarthy ably pointed
out the increasing need for "Library Interaction and Interdependence."
Thomas T. Rogero
May 1,1966
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library lecture number sixteen
UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE LIBRARY, MARCH 24, 1964

By James T. Babb
Librarian
Yale University

The Public Relations Activity
of a University Librarian

In preparing to write this paper, I read, among other things,
your librarian's annual report for 1962-63. It is all too familiar.
University library problems throughout the country are similar
in endowed as well as in state and city supported institutions.
The differences are only a matter of degree. The great increase
in undergraduate students is greater in public than in private
institutions. The change in teaching patterns has added important work for the librarians by giving the student more independence, making his reading broader, not limited to a textbook, and in the case of an exceptional student, turning him
loose in the library on a project comparable to a master's thesis
and even in many cases comparable to doctoral dissertations.
The tremendous increase in the number of undergraduates
plus the increased demand for graduate training with new fields
of concentration have also increased the librarian's responsibilities.
For example, Yale after the war, with foundation help, set up
large and distinguished departments to study the Slavic and Far
Eastern areas and smaller groups in Southeast Asia, Africa and
Latin America and strengthened several of our science departments. Previously, the Yale Library had purchased modestly in
most of these fields. We have had to set up new divisions of
specialists in acquisitions and cataloguing and greatly expand
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our purchasing of books and periodicals. Fortunately, the administration consulted the librarians ahead of time so there were
funds available for most of the library activity. This does not
always happen and the unexpected library costs come as a shock
to the high-level planners. Of course, we did not neglect our
traditional areas of concentration. All of this activity which is
taking place in all of our university libraries calls for greatly increased funds, space and staff.
The administrative officers and many of the trustees look
on the library as an octopus gradually absorbing at an increasing
rate the funds available to the University. This is somewhat
true if additional funds are not continuously found. Formerly, it
was the medical school, but federal and foundation funds are
now helping in the medical department. The administrator asks
the librarian to hold the line, to cut back; the faculty and students
demand continuous expansion in all directions-book purchases,
seating space, service around the clock, etc. The librarian is
pulled in all directions and must be calm under the pressures,
amenable in listening to all demands and then listing them in
his mind in order of importance, and in attempting to get them
carried out, determined in turning down the requests which are
unreasonable or impractical and backing up his staff in their
work especially where it concerns difficulties with unreasonable
or completely selfish users of his institution. Fortunately, these
are few in number.
How can the librarian help in the continuous hunt for additional funds? He must make every effort to develop in his
organization excellent public relations with the faculty, students,
alumni, the local bookmen, and casual visitors. You never know
when you will strike gold. Some twenty years ago I received a
telephone call from what sounded like a very pushy public relations man in Brooklyn, New York. He asked if the Yale
Library would like to have a Victrola record of speeches by Al
Smith, Wendell Willkie and others, delivered at an interfaith dinner which had been financed by a Mr. Louis M. Rabinowitz. I had
never heard of either Mr. Rabinowitz or the public relations man.
We had a collection of speech recordings and I said "Yes." Later, I
finessed the public relations expert's attempt to set up a big banquet in New Haven at which this record would be presented. I later

-2-

met Mr. Rabinowitz. He had no connection with Yale. He came to
this country from Lithuania at the age of twelve, grew up and
prospered in the garment district in lower New York. He became one of Yale's most discerning donors for the rest of his life,
giving and helping us to buy hundreds of important and expensive
books and manuscripts, giving his fine collection of Italian art
to the Yale Art Gallery, financing publication projects in the
Library and the Law School, and helping many other departments
in the University. Other institutions, of course, tried to get in
on the act; some succeeded modestly but Mr. Rabinowitz always
said his first love was Yale, adding that of course it could have
been anyone of several institutions. He fundamentally wished to
further intellectual and cultural development in this country, a
country which had accepted and treated him so well, and he
wanted to see this happen while he was alive. There are thousands of Louis Rabinowitzes. Find them and then develop and
maintain the atmosphere which will cultivate their interest and
help.
A somewhat similar case was that of Mr. William Robertson
Coe, who also had no connection with Yale. A rare book dealer
friend put me in touch with Mr. Coe; this culminated eventually
in Mr. Coe giving Yale his collections of Western Americana and
ornithology and a bequest of about five million dollars to maintain and add to these collections and to strengthen the American
studies program at Yale. The first item in his will under "Yale"
was endowment to provide for the Librarian's salary, which
necessitated at that moment an increase in my pay check!
There are many alumni of all universities who have a serious
interest in books. A proper development of that interest should
lead to their support not only in the gift of books, but funds to pay
staff salaries, buy books, and even buildings to house them.
Every university library should have an organization which
welcomes alumni and other individuals to membership. The
members should receive the publications of the library, invitations
to lectures, exhibitions and other parties and the librarian and his
associates should be in constant communication with the members, helping them with their collecting or research. To mention
an outstanding example: At Yale, in 1942, I received a notice
from the Grolier Club that Mr. Edwin J. Beinecke was exhibiting
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his Robert Louis Stevenson collection and speaking about it.
Mr. Beinecke was a Yale man as were his three brothers. I was
then associate librarian at Yale. I went to the meeting, introduced myself to Mr. Beinecke; he soon joined the Yale Library
Associates, our group of friends of the library. Later, he was
chairman and, with Louis Rabinowitz, was the real spark plug of
that group, with the Librarian, of course, in the background
trying to direct and keep things on the rails. In twenty-two
years, we have received Mr. Beinecke's preeminent Stevenson
collection, published a fine catalogue of it and received many
other important books and funds for special projects. His brother Frederick W. Beinecke, at roughly the moment of Mr. Coe's
death, began collecting Western Americana, and so we have continued to add strength in that field and now have three members
of the history department who are specialists in Western American history where we had no one before. Western American
history was not considered respectable in those earlier days. We
have a book purchase fund in the name of three of the Beinecke
brothers of almost two million dollars providing annually just
under one hundred thousand dollars to buy books and periodicals,
both old and new, and finally the finest library building in the
world for the housing and care of rare books and manuscripts
with a capacity of some eight hundred thousand volumes. The
Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library is completely endowed to care for its maintenance and staffing, and in December
1963 the gift of a fund of one million dollars for the purchase of
rare books and manuscripts was added. I might not have gone
to that meeting of the Grolier Club; I might have preferred to
stay home in my comfortable chair or play bridge with my wife
and friends, but I did go.
A librarian's success with donors such as Louis M. Rabinowitz,
W. R. Coe, Edwin J. and Frederick W. Beinecke, is first due to the
distinction of the institution he works for, but in my case is also
due to my great good fortune in being married to a New Haven
girl raised in the Yale atmosphere. Her charm and abilities as a
hostess and what is even more important her desire to help her
husband has contributed immeasurably to the wish of these men
and many others to enrich and support the Yale Library.
You notice I have only mentioned successful ventures; there
have been failures, but you must not let them discourage you.
-4-

A word of warning! The librarian must watch this outside
activity. It can be pleasant, time consuming and tiring. The
publicity having to do with rare books and manuscripts can lead
some of your faculty to suspect that you are neglecting what they
consider your primary job and that can be one of very many
things. I have had this criticism at Yale and it increased during
the construction of our new rare book building. I firmly believe,
however, that this is an important part of the university librarian's activity; he can delegate very little of it; the important
donor wants to talk to the boss. This even necessitates bringing
in the president of your institution at the right moment. Properly
handled this cultivation of serious and able collectors can greatly
contribute to the scholarly resources and imminence of your
library.
Many of my librarian friends in state universities shrug their
shoulders and say that Yale is so old with a long tradition of
alumni giving that they can't compete. This is somewhat true.
We at Yale are much more dependent on our Alumni for support
so we have worked harder at it. But certainly there is a tremendous increase in young people getting degrees at state institutions. If these universities are giving them a real education
and thus a real feeling of appreciation of the literature of the
world, the state institutions do now and will increasingly have
cultivated alumni waiting for the librarians to approach them in
an intelligent and subtle way. The defeatism I often run into I
attribute to pure laziness. Recently, I was astonished to be told
that the librarians of some state universities are not permitted to
seek the gift of books and funds. Look at the wonderful Lilly
Library at the University of Indiana. Bloomington is not exactly
the center of culture and finance in this country, but scholars in
the future will have to take themselves to the Lilly Library.
I am happy to see that you have a group of friends of the
library here at the University of Tennessee and that it has been
growing in its support of the library. Keep it up and some day a
great gift will come, possibly out of the blue, but it will come because of this activity and the good atmosphere developed by your
librarian.
The librarian should also constantly be on the lookout for the
book-minded members of the faculty and students who enjoy
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reading antiquarian book catalogues and who can be a help in
strengthening the library's collections in their specialties. He
can often encourage this activity by giving the individual a title
in the library organization such as advisor in eighteenth century
literature or, if the individual is in daily attendance, the title of
curator; often this can be done without putting the man on the
payroll. Of course, it may mean that real pressure will be put
on the librarian to find funds for purchases. This is desirable,
is it not?
A fairly esoteric example of this at Yale is Mr. Wesley
Needham, Advisor on Tibetan Literature in the Library at no pay.
He is the publicity man for a local furniture store in New Haven
and did not attend college. His hobby for many years has been
the study of Tibet. He has learned to read and speak the language and knows or corresponds with Tibetan experts all over the
world. The Tibetan lamas in this country visit him and study in
the Yale Library. Through his efforts over the years, we have
what I am told is the best and largest collection of Tibetan publications in the Western Hemisphere. It hasn't cost the University much, except space; Mr. Needham catalogues it. Most of the
material has come as gifts and who is to say that it is not or will
not be important in the future? Yale recognized Mr. Needham's
efforts several years ago by giving him an honorary degree at
commencement. He has a wonderful hobby and is dedicated to
it and to the Yale Library.
I have discussed so far dealings with individuals or foundations
run by the man who set it up, and have said nothing about the
most important field of large foundations run by disinterested
professionals and governmental agencies. I have had almost no
experience in dealing with these groups; it may be that I have
been hesitant and lazy here, but I believe this takes an individual
at a higher level in the university administration who can present
in a more convincing manner the over-all university needs. These
should be factual presentations supported by well written and
thought out documents. The librarian hardly has time for this
and, of course, it must be coordinated with the other university
needs.
The librarian should keep himself informed of opportunities
to approach these two groups and bring them strongly to the
-6-

attention of the proper officer in the university and work willingly in preparing documentation for presentation to this officer for
use in an appeal to a foundation or a government agency.
In approaching a collector, you are talking to a man who has a
tremendous enthusiasm for his collection and a vision as to its
future. In talking to a foundation executive or governmental
official, I imagine it is like trying to borrow money at the bankno fun.
Industry is another fertile field, particularly industries with
research programs. You will notice such companies almost always
locate near a good research library and are perfectly willing to pay
their way. We librarians have been too modest in asking for their
support. We still think our facilities should be free to everyone.
We are being forced to change our thinking on this and should
actively ask for support from industry. Research facilities are a
legitimate business expense and thus cost the company usually
only a fraction of the sum expended.
Many of my friends especially on the faculty say "I haven't
the ability or the nerve to ask for books or money. I feel too
hesitant." I would feel the same way if I were asking for myself. Collectors more often than not are hoping that one or more
librarians will be interested in their books and believe they have
done something worthwhile in building up a collection if a university librarian shows an interest in it. Don't rush in, but also
don't be afraid to try and even eventually to be turned down.
The collector may have a very good reason for giving his collection to another institution or to sell it and you are actually
defeated before you start. Always remember you are asking for
the support and permanent enrichment of one of our most important institutions, a university library; an institution absolutely necessary to the future development of our wonderful
country and its citizens.
He who asks shall receive, so I say vehemently, keep asking.
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library lecture number seventeen
UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE LIBRARY, MARCH 30, 1965

By David Kaser
Director
Joint University Libraries

Academic Science and
the University Library

A recently-published report of the Select Committee on Government Research of the House of Representatives, contains the
following statement:
Librarians in the traditional pattern believe that storage
and retrieval of scientific and technical information, like
any other, should be left primarily to them. They feel that
trained librarians can and do acquire the specialized learning that enables them to handle information in specialized
disciplines. Scientists and engineers, on the other hand,
seem to believe that the concentrated training they have
had in their specialties is indispensable, and on it can be
superimposed some schooling in librarianship.l
This is a simple and concise description of a situation which,
although not widely debated nor discussed, is indeed implicit in
the actions of the two groups. I admit to my personal prejudice
that we librarians can handle science literature as well as any
other-a view which I assume to be consistent with the consensus
of librarians-yet certainly the many recent incursions by the
science community into the problems of literature control mani1. U.S., Congress, House, Select Committee on Govemment Research,
Documentation and Dissemination of Research and Development Results, 88th
Cong., 2d Sess., 1964, H. Res. 504. p. 86.
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fest the accuracy of the statement that scientists believe librarians inadequate to the satisfactory solution of these problems.
I should like here to explore this dichotomy of attitudes, but
to limit my comments to the interaction of the university library
with academic science; I know little or nothing of scientific
activity outside of the university, nor am I acquainted with industrial or government libraries. We should bear in mind in this
connection, however, that more scientific research is probably
being done in universities than anywhere else. The General
Electric Research Laboratory recently
completed an analysis of 6,533 papers on physics, chemistry, metallurgy, and ceramics that were published in 1960
in 23 journals of research. When the publications were
classified by the type of institution in which the work was
done, it was found that about 28 percent of the articles
originated in industrial organizations; 18 percent in Government laboratories; less than 4 percent in non-profit organizations or from individuals; and nearly 50 percent in
universities.2
Thus science libraries in universities supply more of the literature
needed for research than does any other source.
The entire purpose of a library is to eliminate the duplication
of research, yet for one reason or another science libraries are
not fulfilling this function. Thus Philip H. Abelson, editor of
Science, states that "many times it is cheaper to the researcher
to rediscover something than to worry too much about the possibility of missing something"3 which is already in the literature.
We can all relate dramatic stories of important and sought information which has long laid hidden in an obscure publication. A
few such tales have been reported in the popular press. Life
magazine tells of an incident in the seemingly interminable development of the B-70 bomber which has been more than a decade
abuilding. This plane was delayed in the design stage for many
months by what appeared to be insuperable technical difficulties.
"Then," reports Life. "almost by accident, came the breakthrough.
In 1957 a North American [Aircraft Company] engineer,checking through the library of high-speed engineering literature, came
2.

Paul Zimmer, "The Noise Level of Science," Bookmark, 17 (December

1964), 81. .
3. U.S., op. cit., p. 19.

-10-

upon a scientific report written in 1956 by two engineers working
for the National Advisory Committee on Aeronautics ... Within
its . . . pages lay the key to an airplane beyond the wildest of
General LeMay's sweeping strategic dreams."4 Fortune magazine tells of a struggle which U.S. experts had over an electronic
switching problem important to military communications. After
several years of work they solved their problem, but then learned
to their dismay that Russian scientists had published a very satisfactory solution several years earlier. 5 Such stories could be
compounded many times over.
The magnitude of effort wasted in duplicating needlessly research already accomplished is hinted at in a recent survey of
647 British scientists engaged in industrial, academic, or government research.
One question was: "Have you, during your current research, discovered in the literature information which you
wish you had had at the beginning of your project?" To
this, 144 of them (22 percent) replied that they had.
Many had made more than one such find, so that the total
number of instances was 245.6
Indeed, if these statistics on the duplication of work can be fairly
extrapolated to the estimated $17 billion that will be spent this
year in the United States on research and development, the dollar
loss caused by our inadequate science libraries may be seen to be
staggering. It may also be accepted as a damning indictment of
existing systems of information flow.
Scientists weigh these experiences in duplicating research,
they look at the exponential increase in literature production
which makes things worsen daily, and they are rightly caught
in a profession-wide complex of library dissatisfaction and unrest.
In their frustrations they are striking out in all directions, groping-sometimes wildly-for any rein that may offer them some
hope of keeping the monster, INFORMATION, within check-to
4.

Ed Reese, "The Furor over Fantastic Plane," Life, 49 (October 17, 1960),

126.
5. Francis Bello, "How to Cope with Information," Fortune, 62 (September
1960), 163.
6. John Martyn, "Unintentional Duplication of Research," New Scientist,
XXI (February 6, 1964), 338.

-11-

retain it as a semi-domesticated animal that can serve, rather than
destroy, them. Committees of learned societies, and of other
agencies and organizations, of the legislative and executive
branches of government, foundations and ad hoc groups of one
kind or another, are locked in analysis and examination of both
the nature and the magnitude of the problem. They issue
jeremiads which are accompanied by a widely-various array of
proposals for partial or full solution, some of which are ingenious
and others of which are ingenuous in their naivete. Indeed, the
large majority of them have thus far presented only one common
characteristic; they have studiously avoided the seeking of advice
from the library profession.
Thus the comprehensive scheme recently proposed by Dr.
Stafford L. Warren for creating and storing a computer-based
pool of tapes and microforms of the entire science literature was
conceived and drafted in the White House and put into channels
to effect its implementation before the library profession even
knew it existed.7 The report in 1963 of the President's Science
Advisory Committee which popularly bears the sobriquet of your
illustrious neighbor, Dr. Alvin M. \Veinberg, director of the Oak
Ridge National Laboratory, was again a fait accompli before it
came to be generally known in the library community.8 This
report, as you no doubt know, advocates the establishment of
science information centers and the utilization of "information
scientists," a breed of super-librarians who would perform a range
of services long considered part of a legitimate job description of
librarians in the humanities but less commonly carried out in the
sciences. Even the NSF's Office of Science Information Service,
which has on its Council of nineteen members three persons with
training in library management, and has as its avowed fundamental mission "improving the availability to U.S. scientists of
the results of worldwide scientific and technical research"-if
that is not the function of a science library, what is-even the
7. Report Distributed to Research Libraries with a Memo from Dr. Stafford
L. Warren, dated May 14, 1964.
8. U.S., President, 1960~63 (Kennedy) , Science Advisory Commitltee,
Science, Government, and Information; the R.esponsibilities of the Technical Com~
manity and the Government in the Transfer of Information. Report (Washing~
ton: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963).
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OSIS managed to grant only a tiny fraction of its $10 million plus
eXPenditures last year to libraries themselves. 9
I do not wish to denigrate the activities of these and other
similar groups, nor to imply that they have not been and will be
directly and indirectly useful in freeing up the flow of scientific
information. I do marvel, however, that the science community
would spend annually multi-millions of dollars in bibliothecal introspection without great and continuing consultation with the
profession that has for several millenia been charged by society
with the stewardship of its information systems-namely, librarianship. For untold generations librarians have devoted their
attention to the problems of the collection, organization, and
servicing of written and graphic information, and they have developed an enormous expertise and corpus of knowledge concerning them. All at once, however, within the past five to ten years,
the science establishment has seized the inHiative as regards its
literature needs and has plunged into the field as though it had
never before existed, ignoring the body of knowledge that preceded its own new interest, and established projects, some useful,
some crackpot, some continuing, some abortive, all expensive,
and-I believe scientists would agree with me here-none comprehensively curative.
Why has science felt that it is necessary to do this, andeven more important-why has librarianship allowed its initiative
to be superseded in the matter? Personally, I feel that scientists
have taken over out of pure necessity to do something because
of default on the part of us librarians. Unfortunately, the level
of library service most of our academic institutions have rendered
to the sciences in the past has been almost uniformly bad. Too
often our departmental libraries in the sciences have grown out of
old office collections of the department chairman; eventually they
grew so large that they were moved out of his office into an adjacent room; then a half-time typist-usuallY a lady whose only
qualification was that she was someone's widowed aunt-was
assigned to keep the books in some semblance of order, but this
was difficult because there were keys-first in the pocket only of
the chairmen, then of other senior professors as well, then of
9. Annual Report of the National Science Foundation for the Year Ending
June 30, 1963 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963).
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junior faculty members, then of graduate students, and then of
anyone who could buy, beg, borrow, steal or afford the 25 cents
to have one duplicated. Keys, the scientists told themselves,
there had to be since the attendant was there only five or six
hours a day, and they could rationalize no justification for staffing it longer. Intentional theft from the book collections through
the availability of keys, although not unheard of, was never great,
but confusion of myriad kinds resulted from everyone's helping
himself to the books whether the attendant were there or not.
Books were frequently out of place, records were never complete,
even the attendant's paper clip and pencil stocks were constantly
but mysteriously depleted, so that the impression this dear lady
made was one of a totally bungling and incredibly inefficient
departmental retainer who had to be looked after and taken care
of, tolerated and loved, but certainly never to be viewed seriously
as an important university administrative officer.
Eventually the office collection was semi-nationalized and became part of the university library system, although this step
seldom proved salutary. Likely as not the transfer greatly annoyed the department chairman who had to that time considered
the collection part of his personal and absolute fief. Furthermore,
the collection probably stayed where it was, the same attendant
was continued, although her fealty clearly remained to the department chairman; keys to the room remained outstanding.
About all that really changed was that her salary was now paid
through the university library budget rather than through the
department's. But the scientists neither sought nor received
any better library service than they had before-which was poor.
Throughout their history scientists have called-and still do
call-these office collections "libraries," and their attitude toward
librarianship has to a large degree been determined by them.
What they have not clearly seen, however, is that these so-called
"libraries" are creatures not of librarianship but of science itself.
Lacking pressure from the science community for brisk, efficient,
modern information service, the library profession has taken its
meager budgets to the humanities and social sciences, where its
services were greatly appreciated and avidly sought, and based
its activity upon their needs. Service to the sciences was allowed
to languish. Scientists, we librarians subconsciously told ourselves, had never had good service, had never asked for better
-14-

service, apparently didn't know what it was-indeed had fended
off our few gestures toward its improvement-and besides, we
could not afford to improve it with this year's limited _budget
anyway-so we did nothing.
Our poor communication with the sciences extended into the
library schools. Since for many years there was no great hue
and cry for science librarians, we did not vigorously solicit recruits to the library schools from among persons with strong
science backgrounds~ Most library schools offered a course
under some such rubric as Bibliography of the Sciences, but it
was not always well taught. When theses and dissertations were
written in the library schools they seldom concerned the needs of,
or improvement of services to, the sciences. In short, more of us
came from humanities and social science backgrounds, our library
school training emphasized service to the humanities and social
sciences, when we took our first jobs in academic libraries we
found ourselves more appreciated by the humanists and social
scientists, so we stayed with the humanities and social sciences.
As a result of this inattention on our part to the information
needs of scientists, it should not surprise us that we know little
about how they use-or could use-the published literature. We
know that they do not use it as much as we think they could, yet
we do not know whether this seeming high incidence of non-use
is borne of ignorance of what the literature could do for them, or
whether there is something inherent in the nature of scientific
disciplines that makes the literature basically unresponsive to
their needs. Scientists say that their literature is too vast to be
subject to conventional organization, yet it is not nearly so vast
as the literature of the humanities. They say that it is expanding too rapidly for them to keep pace, yet most of them, as fields
broaden, narrow their areas of research interest so that they have
no more literature to read than they ever did. They do not like
our subject headings, yet they do not use our catalogs. They say
they like to browse, yet this appears to mean in the current literature only. They say that conventional literature searching
is too slow, yet they set up laboratory equipment and spend
months rediscovering something that we librarians feel should
have been locatable in the literature in a fraction of the time.
Into this dreary scene still another, even more obfuscating
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element has very recently inserted itself. This is a new emphasis upon multi-and interdisciplinary research, which is perhaps the most important development for libraries yet to occur
in the sciences. It is a basic reorientation of scientific activity
from the traditional, discipline-based structure to a mission-based
structure.
This trend is not only causing librarians grief but is precipitating confusion within the science community itself. Dr. James E.
Skipper, executive secretary of the Association of Research Libraries, describes the change as follows:
Through the 19th century, science had a disciplinary
structure largely oriented around the Aristotelian divisions
of knowledge and their derivatives, that is, physics, chemistry, biology, etc. Since the beginning of the 20th century,
the development of new theoretical bases has resulted
in a phenomenon familiar to every college and universitythe interdisciplinary nature of scientific research. Examples of this mutation are bio-chemistry, bio-statistics,
molecular biology, and chemical engineering, to name but
a few. lD
It should be here noted that both the Dewey and Library of
Congress classification schemes, by which almost all academic
libraries are organized, also find their roots in Aristotle's classification of knowledge. Professor Morris RUbinoff, of the School
of Electrical Engineering at the University of Pennsylvania,
makes the same point but in different terms:
I believe [he states] that the problems [of science literature] stem largely from the intrinsic fallacy of the conventional classification of knowledge into a tree of independent
specialties, on the assumption that there is a pre-ordained
structure to knowledge that inherently authorizes such a
classification . . .
He then recommends as being more nearly analagous to reality
a grid structure with the vertical columns representing the virtually isolated conventional specialties, and the horizontal rows
representing new composite fields of study.l1 Time, however,
10. James E. Skipper, "The Role of the Federal Government in Academic
Library Development," Paper read before the meeting of the Southeastern Library
Association, Norfolk, Virginia, October 30, 1964.
11. Science Information and Research (Philadelphia: Drexel Institute of
Technology, 1964), pp. 13~14.
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will no doubt prove even this view to be over-simplified and will
urge the acceptance of a structure involving still more dimensions.
One of the important influences these developments are having on university library systems as they serve the sciences is a
kind of centripetal impact upon the departmental library structure.
Where scientists have traditionally researched in single disciplines,
they are now working between and among previously discrete
fields. Thus they no longer need only the physics literature,
or only the biology literature, or only the chemistry literature;
rather they need it all. The sciences are coming-as they were
centuries ago-to be recognized as a single fabric, and the entire
range of literature is coming to be needed as a single source.
Thus pressure is beginning to build up among academic scientists
for broader-based science divisional libraries to supersede the old,
narrow subject collections. Institutions that have recently invested heavily in plant facilities that contain decentralized science
book collections may soon find these facilities outmoded.
Some scientists, of course, want to have their cake and to eat
it too. Or rather, some departments want it both ways-some
professors preferring it one way and some preferring it another.
They want a broader-based divisional library, but with somewhat smaller reference collections adjacent to their laboratories;
the farther from the laboratory a science library is located,
the more rapidly "rump" or "bootleg" collections are spun off to
those laboratories. Thus we are experiencing concurrently both
centripetal and centrifugal tendencies in our science collections.
As librarians, we find these counter-tendencies hard to take.
We like things neat-one way or another. We are in greater
sympathy generally with the trend toward the divisional arrangement, because we see in it opportunity to strengthen staff greatly,
to extend hours and thus eliminate the plaguey problem of keys,
and to render a higher level of information service than has
been possible under the departmental library plan. Yet we must
be careful to recognize the other side of this development; namely,
that scientists need ready reference collections at their fingertips in the laboratories, and unless we can develop a system for
accommodating this need within the library framework, they
will develop them outside the library framework; we will be
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rightly subject to criticism for inflexibility, and the university's
funds for books will be dissipated into uncatalogued collections belonging to departments rather than to the library. Futhermore,
with the increasing need for twenty-four-hour experimentation,
we are feeling some pressure-even in divisional libraries-either
for twenty-four-hour library service or the distribution again of
keys. If keys are distributed, or if books are bought by departments, it seems to me, we will be beginning an old cycle all over
again. I would rather see us pursue the solution that has always
proved best in libraries; namely, figure out a way to give the
patron what he needs: give him twenty-four-hour service, or let
him have small laboratory reference collections.
Recent developments in the sciences are causing still another
problem for large, decentralized libraries that we would be well
advised to recognize and to seek solution to. Our philosophy of
the organization of books is based upon the assumption that the
entire literature of a subject is potentially useful to a researcher
and should therefore be shelved together to facilitate his utilization of it. Historically this has been true, and in the humanities
and social sciences it is still true. In the sciences, however,
where it may once have been true, it is today less so. Whereas a
re~earcher in the humanities finds that his study must range the
entire breadth and length of the field, a scientist works only
on his field's growing edge. Thus it is only the recent literature
that concerns him-reports published only in the last ten years,
Dr five or two years, or three months. Indeed he often needs
information that is not yet published and must resort then to a
long-distance telephone call to the man elsewhere who knows the
answer.
This need of scientists only for the recent literature works
hardships on libraries, because science collections are usually
housed in quarters that are not forever expansible; we will be
having with increasing frequency to transfer out to some less
accessible and less costly location books and journals from them
as they outlive their immediate usefulness. This, however, is
now difficult in that it almost requires an act of Congress to
dislodge them. Not only do we have a location designationScience Library, Molecular Biology Library, or what-not-written
on the spine and bookplate and pocket of the book, all of which
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must be changed if we remove it to another location, but we must
also pull all of the catalog cards for that book from the central
catalog, change the designation, and refile them, then pull and
cancel all of the cards from the departmer.ta.l catalog. This is
very expensive to do on anything like the scale that science
libraries are coming now to require. It is becoming increasingly
essential, it seems to me, for librarians to address themselves to
this problem and to determine a system of cataloging for the
greatest ultimate mobility of books at the least cost.
But so much for the present situation between the sciences and
librarianship; what if anything ought we to do about it? Of
primary importance, it seems to me, is for librarianship to seize
vigorously the initiative in matters of science information
handling and transmission and to stop forcing the science community to concern itself with them through our defaulting. I
furthermore believe that this can be done. I would expect that
a sizable amount of money would be needed-and could be hadto develop a full-time, far-ranging, high-powered, coordinative
executive-secretariat, reporting to an oft-meeting, blue ribbon,
steering committee composed of top-flight librarians, seeking
frequent advice and constant communication with leaders in
science. It would be this group's responsibility to apply library
expertise to the improvement of science literature handling. I
would urge that this group should mount a dynamic campaigncomplete with competitive scholarship funds-to recruit into the
library schools young people with strong science backgrounds.
Scientists unfortunately are inclined to view with incredulity
the notion that any competent, science-trained individual with
academic pretensions and management talents would wish to
become a librarian. I would share their incredulity as long as
the image that designation conjures to mind is of the aforementioned lady who for twenty years kept the books shelved
in the chemistry library and made coffee on Thursday afternoons
for departmental colloquia, but I also feel that properly attempted
this image can be redressed. I would urge that this council
should also be financially able to sponsor research in the library
schools and elsewhere within the profession into the ways in
which scientists use-and could use-their literature. Great
attention should also be devoted to the potential application of
machines and other developing technologies as they offer pros-
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pective solution to some of the problems discussed here. Mathematical modelling, and other operations research techniques and
principles of scientific management, should be applied to science
information flow.
Money, of course, will not do it all, although we are sometimes tempted to think that it could. We will also need continuing awareness of the problem in the entire academic library
profession and diligent and conscientious stimulus from top
library management to attack the problem with vigor and with
the will to solve it. We will need constant and aggressive encouragement from the opinion-leaders in the academic library
community to address major efforts to recapturing our proper
responsibility to operate all of society's literature systems, science
as well as non-science. I contend that this should be done by
librarians, not because I am defensive about the incursion of nonlibrarians into library territory, but rather because I believe that
librarians can do the job better and cheaper than anyone else.
I am not proud of what we have done for the sciences in the
past, but I sincerely hope and confidently expect that by the time
I retire I will be able to consider the rendering of adequate library
service to the sciences as being only one of many difficult problems attacked and solved by librarianship during my tenure in the
profession.
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library lecture number eighteen
UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE LIBRARY, MARCH 28, 1966

By Stepllen A. McCarthy
Director
Cornell University Libraries

Library Interaction
and Interdependence

The Chairman of your Lecture Committee, in inviting me to
speak, suggested the topic of library cooperation. I gladly accepted his suggestion but I have chosen different words to express the idea. To a group of l:ibrarians and friends of libraries,
library cooperation could seem to be just another "old home
week" in a small town. We have all been there before; we know
what it is like; we know that it promises more than it delivers;
that it can lead to unreasonable demands; we know that it can
be used to foster the idea of "let the other fellow do it" ; and that
many times, in the end, it has proved to be a commercial rather
than a real product. Most librarians are in favor of library
cooperation because it seems a right and proper thing, but at
the same time experience has taught many librarians that it is
better to go it alone as far as possible and to rely on and accept
cooperation only when local strength has been exhausted. If
this is not the attitude of the librarians themselves, it is frequently the attitude of faculties and administrative officers. Regardless of these attitudes which vary and change from time to time,
there has been a good deal of library cooperation in the past,
and there is an increasing amount of it all over this country and
indeed internationally today. In a sense, this is the "anti-old
home week," or space age, aspect of my topic. My title and talk
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this evening are intended to suggest that we may be about to
enter, we may even already have entered upon, new forms and
types of interlibrary relationships that will go far beyond anything we have known in the past.
Without going into detail it may be worth noting at least five
types of library cooperation in which research libraries engage.
In any such list it seems to me that the hospitality which research
libraries, and particularly university libraries, have always shown
to visiting scholars and students deserves a high place. Perhaps
the cooperation exemplified by the interlibrary loan system which
extends to all parts of this country and abroad is most commonly
found and is most frequently used. A form of cooperation which
enables libraries to provide their readers with bibliographic information, but which is not so directly related to the individual
scholar, is to be found in various programs for cooperative cataloging and the production of union catalogs, both on a local and a
national level. The Farmington Plan, whose object was to assure
the acquisition of at least one copy of all publications relevant for
research by an American research library, represents a cooperative effort to increase library resources by dividing up the
task of acquiring and making materials available. The Center
for Research Libraries, formerly the Midwest Inter-Library
Center, the Hampshire Interlibrary Center, the New York Medical
Library Cooperative and other similar agencies also direct their
effort toward strengthening library resources but they do so by
pooling some of the material and some of the acquisition funds of
their participating members.
These are some of the forms of library cooperation which we
have known in the past and which will continue insofar as their
objectives are concerned, but which may present them~elves in
new and different forms, perhaps gradually over a period of years.
Certainly libraries will continue to welcome visitors who come
to make use of their collections. Some visitors will undoubtedly
continue to come, but the need for such visits has already been
greatly diminished by the availability and moderate cost of microforms and photocopying. There is nothing to suggest that
this practice of making materials available to the scholar on his
home grounds will diminish; rather there are reasons for beJiev-
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ing that it will increase in frequency, it will be more inclusive and
it will probably be more speedy and convenient to obtain.
The same revolution that has occurred in the production of
cheap copies for use at home rather than- in the library which
holds the material has already greatly modified the interlibrary
loan system. Because local clienteles have increased in size, and
local demands have become more numerous and insistent, many
libraries have found it necessary to revise their policies on the
interlibrary lending of materials; to make them more restrictive,
and to substitute photocopies for originals. As the volume of
copying increases and as further technological developments
occur, it may be expected that the substitution of photocopies for
direct physical loans will steadily and inevitably increase. It
would be foolhardy to suggest that copying will ever completely
displace the lending of physical volumes, but it seems highly
probable that the normal method by which one library will make
available requested materials for the use of a client in another
library will be a photocopy or a microform copy rather than the
physical volume. Thus, in a period which might be roughly considered to extend from 1950 to 1970, research libraries may well
have moved from the situation in which the supplying of a photocopy was the exception, to the point where the normal methods of
meeting such requests will be the supplying of photocopies; the
exception will be the lending of the physical volume.
There have been numerous cooperative cataloging programs
planned and undertaken by American libraries during this
century. Some of them have been on a national scale, others have
been cooperative arrangements between two libraries or a small
group of libraries. On the national scale, the largest program
was that undertaken by a group of research libraries working with
the Library of Congress which edited and printed the entries for
sale as part of its regular card service. This program broke down
because the participating libraries and the Library of Congress
were not able to sustain the burdens which it imposed. There
are at present a variety of small cooperative programs in which
various libraries engage and through which they share the output
of some of their cataloging work with other libraries. In a
somewhat different sense the National Union Catalog is a type of
cooperation in sharing the results of cataloging through the sub-

-25--

mission of cards to the National Union Catalog and their inclusion
in the printed volumes of that catalog.
After the failure of the cooperative cataloging program of the
1930's, there were several efforts to replace it, or to revive it in
somewhat different form. None of these efforts was able to
overcome the obstacles which had spelled defeat for previous
efforts. Thus we came into the sixties with most large research
libraries finding it necessary to do original cataloging of approximately fifty percent of the titles added each year.
I should like to break away from this recital of failure for a
few moments to pick up another line of development.
In the years following World War II, this country found itself
struggling with surplus farm products while in many parts of the
world food production was far below the level required to feed the
growing populations. Legislation was adopted which made it
possible to dispose of America's food surpluses to nations in need,
with the provision that payment would be made in local currency
and with the further requirement that these funds would be expended in the country making the purchases. A subsequent
amendment to this legislation provided that some of these funds,
as appropriated by Congress, could be made available for educational and cultural purposes. Out of this legislation, in the early
1960's came what is known as the PL-480 Program under which
the Library of Congress undertook to acquire the publishing output of several countries in which surplus funds were available.
The procurement programs were set up to acquire multiple copies
of all relevant material, these copies to be made available to research libraries that were interested in acquiring them in support
of study and research programs being carried on in their institutions. India/Pakistan and the United Arab Republic were
the two areas in which the PL-480 Program was first established.
Cataloging the publishing output of these countries presented a
serious language problem to the participating libraries. It was
immediately apparent that there was no pool of experienced
catalogers who knew all, or most of the languages in which these
publications appeared. It was equally apparent that it would be
folly for twelve to fifteen libraries to start competing for the
small number of catalogers who knew some of the languages, or
for people who knew the languages and who were prepared to
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undergo training as catalogers. The participating libraries quickly
reached agreement that it made sense to try to create one cataloging staff to process this material with the results of their work
made available to all participants. This proposal was taken up
with the Library of Congress, and after some study the Library
of Congress responded with a proposal which would centralize the
cataloging at the Library of Congress with participating libraries
sharing the cost of the undertaking. This has been done, and
although it has not worked perfectly, and has not been as prompt
as was hoped, it has in the overall picture been a success. There
are those who consider that it was a mistake for the participating
libraries to agree to underwrite the cost of this program, but I do
not share this view. The program would not have occurred unless the participating libraries had underwritten its cost, and any
other approach to the problem would have been far more expensive.
May I now return to the recital of the cooperative cataloging
experiences and the situation in which major university libraries
found it necessary to do original cataloging for a large percentage
of their acquisitions. This situation led the Association of Research Libraries two years ago to adopt as its major undertaking
an effort to reduce the amount of original cataloging that would
have to be done in each library. When the Committee on Shared
Cataloging, as it is called, was formed, it was agreed that the
objective was to get as many books as possible cataloged once,
and to make the resulting catalog copy available to other interested libraries. At that stage it was not clear how this might best
be achieved, whether through the Library of Congress or through
a separate agency. The Shared Cataloging Committee, after reassessing the situation, held several meetings with the Librarian
of Congress and his associates to discuss the problem and its
possible solutions. Out of these discussions in time came an effort during the winter of 1964-65 to amend the Higher Education
Act of 1965 in such a way as to enable the Library of Congress to
expand greatly its acquisition program, and at the same time to
enlarge and speed up its cataloging effort, in order to make catalog entries for the expanded acquisitions available promptly.
This amendment was adopted, the Act was passed by Congress
and signed by the President. Unfortunately, no funds are included in the supplemental appropriation bill now before Congress
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and the budget for 1966-67 makes a substantial sum, even though
far less than the authorization, available.
It is my view as a participant both in the establishment of the
PL-480 cataloging program, and as a member of the Shared Cataloging Committee of the ARL that it was the experience of the
PL-480 participants in the jointly supported cataloging program
centralized at the Library of Congress which, in some sense, led
to Section C of Title II of the Higher Education Act of 1965.
Admittedly, we would all have preferred the Library of Congress
to assume financial responsibility for the cataloging of all PL-480
materials. I do not believe that this could have been achieved at
the time the PL-480 program was begun. When Section C of
Title II is funded and goes into effect, the cataloging of PL-480
materials will be included under this expanded acquisition and
cataloging program.

I am sure that it will be several years before it is in full operation, and I am equally sure that even when it is fully operative
there will be deficiences in it, and there will be criticisms and
complaints. This is inevitable in an enterprise of this nature and
size. I am confident, however, that this program when it becomes fully operational will be more beneficial to university and
research libraries in their cataloging efforts than any step which
has been taken since the introduction of the sale of Library of
Congress cards. It is perhaps not quite proper to call this cooperative cataloging but it can certainly be called the cooperative
sharing of the cataloging done by the Library of Congress.
At the time the Farmington Plan was adopted, there was good
reason to believe that American research libraries were not acquiring at least one copy of all publications relevant for research.
The Farmington Plan undertook to correct this deficiency, starting
with Western Europe where a group of American libraries agreed
to accept responsibility for the acquisition and cataloging of all
current monographic publications under a series of assignments
by subject fields. More recently the Farmington Plan has been
extended to many other parts of the world, generally on a geographic, rather than a subject basis. In some of the areas covered by the Farmington Plan, the PL-480 Program has since come
into existence and because it is more comprehensive, it has, in
most cases, superseded the Farmington Plan operation. With the
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enactment, and the expected implementation of Section C of Title
II of the Higher Education Act of 1965 the Library of Congress
will be expanding its acquisition program certainly to the full
scope of the Farmington Plan, and very probably even more comprehensively. Thus this new Library of Congress program, after
several years of operation, will in many respects have supplanted
the Farmington Plan. Although it is too early for a decision, it
seems reasonable to expect that the Farmington Plan as we have
known it for approximately twenty years will tend to disappear
because the purpose for which it was established will have been
taken over by the Library of Congress program. The Farmington Plan may, however, continue in operation by extending its
activities to retrospective acquisitions. This has already occurred in some areas of the world and discussions and preliminary steps are now under way with respect to other areas.
A different approach was taken by a group of midwestern
university libraries in 1950 when they established the Midwest
Inter-Library Center, now the Center for Research Libraries, as
a cooperative enterprise to provide a common depository for infrequently used materials, and a center for cooperative acquisition of materials which were not considered essential for local
acquisition by the members. Despite some differences of view
with respect to the value of the services rendered by the Center.
they are commonly recognized as worthwhile. Originally a regional agency, the Center has found itself propelled as it were
into national programs and it now engages in several programs
of national scope. Recognizing this development, the Board of
Directors of the Center has eliminated the regional requirement
and has offered the Center as a national agency. Considered in
this way, the Center may be conceded a national role, but it is dif- _
ficult in some areas to distinguish between the responsibility of
the Library of Congress and the responsibility that might be assumed by the Center for Research Libraries. No clear line of demarcation appears yet, but there seems reason to believe that
there may be national roles for both of these agencies. The role of
the Center for Research Libraries, however, may be somewhat different from what it was as originally established. It appears
that the policies and purposes of the Center need to be rethought
in the light of developments which have occurred in the past
fifteen years. The line of development which may be most ap-
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propriate for the Center for Research Libraries does not yet seem
to have emerged.
If we turn now from the updating of methods and procedures
by which libraries have assisted each other to a consideration of
new developments which are already here in part or which appear
to be reasonable expectations in the light 01 what we now know,
what can one say? It is hardly necessary to observe at the outset that this is a hazardous undertaking because no man is a
prophet and even those who put themselves forward more modestly as guides, may, in the event, prove to be false rather than
true leaders. One has only to recall some of the exaggerated
claims made for microfilm in the 30's which have not yet been
achieved, to realize that, useful as some technological advances
may be, they sometimes do not pro·duce the revolution which is
claimed for them. On the contrary one can experience something
like the Xerox revolution of the past few years which came unheralded, unexpected and, for a time, unrecognized. The recollection of these experiences counsels caution. It would appear
that some developments are assured, even if we cannot yet assess
their full impact, or the forms in which they may affect the interrelationships among research libraries.
The first of these elements, in my judgment, is improved
methods and much more extensive use of the new methods of
communication. Many of these newer communication systems
and devices are already here in special installations and in pilot
operations. The touch-tone telephone, the various input and output devices for data processing and multiple access computers and
the devices for facsimile transmission and production of copies
at a distance, all exist and are in use. The extent of their use in
libraries is limited, if indeed it exists at all in the case of some
equipment; and it is very expensive. Past experience suggests
that the cost will become more acceptable as we become more
imaginative and skillful in adapting this equipment to our needs.
We need only recall the situation with respect to copying equipment and its use only a few years ago to realize that we can have
methods and equipment and make only moderate or slight use of
them for sometime before we come to a full realization of their
potentialities and really put them to work for us.
The full use of the new communication media may bring about
a new understanding of the term "library cooperation." In the
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past, cooperation has been a concept and a practice based on poverty and privation-it meant sharing resources and expenses; it
meant undertaking jointly projects that were too big and too expensive; it meant the "haves" assisting the "have nots." To engage in cooperation meant often that one library gave up something in order to make it available to another, or gave up the possibility of personal ownership in order to have several things
cooperatively.
Some years ago, Professor Galbraith informed us that we were
an affluent society and suggested that we would do well to begin
revising some of our ideas based on an economy of scarcity and
start thinking about how to use and manage an economy of affluence.
The day of library affluence, in a sense, may come through
advanced communication systems. On that day, when it comes,
library "A" can make available to its readers any material in
library "B" without depriving library "B" even temporarily of the
use of material. Material which exists in any center can be said
to be available in any other, provided the necessary communications devices are present. This is a long jump; it may seem to be
"pie-in-the-sky," but Telstar was science fiction twenty years ago.
In time, these developments will spell the disappearance of the
standard interlibrary loan request form and the multiple order
form, but the printers and producers of these items may reasonably expect to continue in business for some years to come. Past
experience with new equipment and procedures suggest that the
new and the old will be used side by side for a period of time and
perhaps indefinitely. One does not bring down the curtain on
the old and raise it on the new overnight.
Although the role of the multiple access on-line computer in
the operation of research libraries in the future cannot be delineated fully at the present time there seems to be reason to expect that it will be limited only by our ingenuity in adapting its
capabilities to our needs. One can, it appears, reasonably look
forward to the time when the cataloging output of the Library of
Congress and the other national libraries, plus the supplementary
cataloging production of other major research libraries, will be
stored in computer memories to which some, perhaps many, re-
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search libraries will have access through their own computers
and their auxiliary equipment. The enormity of the task, using
present methods and equipment, of putting the entire National
Union Catalog in a computer memory is staggering but there is
the prospect that in time scanning devices to perform this task
may become available. But if the job of going back and recordingall of the accumulated bibliographic data is more than we can
reasonably envision at the present time, it is far less difficult to
see the possibility of recording and reproducing the current output of the cataloging effort of the three national libraries and
other Inajor research libraries. In a limited sense, the National
Library of Medicine is already doing this. The work now going
forward at the Library of Congress suggests that within the next
ten years, and perhaps in a considerably shorter time, the output
of the cataloging effort of the Library of Congress may be made
available in the same form.
In the light of equipment now available and our knowledge of
its potentiality, it seems reasonable to expect that the first steps
in the greater use of computers in interlibrary relations will be for
the exchange of bibliographic information, this exchange to be
followed by, or accompanied by, the use of some of the newer
media of communication.
Perhaps at a considerably later date, as experience in the use
of this equipment is gained and as improvements and greater
sophistication are introduced into the equipment itself, the interlibrary relations using computers and allied equipment may
take the interchange of information itself, rather than bibliographic information only. Again, in the light of what we know
now, it would appear that this type of interlibrary service is still
some years away.
Coupled with the use of computers and related equipment and
their various memory devices, but not limited to these applications, is the concept of an information network, a system of networks, or a network of systems. Although in its present evolving
form the network concept as a formal structure is new, we have
in effect had a network or a series of networks for many years.
The network as we have known it has simply consisted of the
pyramid of libraries serving each other and their patrons by making material and information accessible. Libraries have, as ex-32-

perience dictated, gradually worked their way up through this
informal network to call on the libraries with the largest resources when that became necessary.
But network in the sense in which the word is now used in information and library circles, while similar, is somewhat different.
I would not attempt to describe it in detail because the full concept is still in the process of formulation. I can perhaps indicate
its nature, as I understand it, by using the National Library of
Medicine and its relationships with other medical libraries, to
suggest the form toward which the network is now thought to be
developing. The information network as thus conceived, has a
national library as its apex and this library assumes major responsibility for acquisitions and bibliographic services. It relates to itself, in ways which are still being explored, a group of
other libraries and information centers concentrating in the same
field in both the public and the private sector. These related
libraries participate in a special fashion in the use of the bibliographic output of the national library, and by prearrangement
accept responsibility for special developments in selected subfields of the general field. Exploitation by the related libraries
is made available on demand to the national library and to other
participating institutions. When fully developed, it seems that
the network would consist of the national central library, a group
of regional libraries that have accepted special responsibilities
within the subject area, and a much larger group of libraries
serving readers and research workers in the subject field. The
National Agricultural Library would presumably head another
network in its field, and perhaps other areas of science and technology might be served either by the expansion of responsibility
of existing federal libraries or by new federal libraries. One
might think of the Library of Congress, for example, serving as
the key or center library of a network covering all subject fields
except those covered by the more specialized national libraries.
Somewhat different than the network concept, and yet in a
sense directed toward the same end, are two other information
programs sponsored by the federal government. The information programs of the AEC and NASA and to a lesser extent of
the DDC are intended to make the results of the information
activities of these agencies available to selected libraries directly,
and through these libraries to still other libraries. In a related
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way, and through methods and procedures which have not yet
been fully developed, the State Technical Services Assistance
Program is designed to foster the initiation of efforts to make
relevant information, largely of a scientific and technical character, available from libraries in which this material is assembled
and organized for use. The kinds of services that can be expected from the centers, and the role which existing university and
research libraries may play is still to be determined and developed.
Most of the efforts which libraries have made in the past in
working together have been directed toward the improvement and
extension of direct services to readers. But libraries, and especially the large research libraries, have another function as well,
that of conserving the records of the past and the present so that
they may be available for the use of the future. This obligation
of conservation has not been neglected by libraries and it has
taken many forms. Recently, however, it has become apparent
that libraries are now faced with a preservation problem of a
magnitude not heretofore contemplated. The very widespread,
almost universal, use of wood pulp paper containing an acid
residue during the past century, and the deterioration which
time and use brings about in this paper has brought the realization that much of this material will disintegrate and diflappear
unless active steps toward preservation are taken in the relatively
near future. Various means have been proposed and experimented with for this purpose and it appears probable that some new
methods may be found which will lessen and speed up the task
of preserving publications. At present, the principal means of
preservation is microfilming. This microfilming is done to very
rigid specifications designed to produce a master negative which
will be stored under conditions that assure its indefinite preservation in good condition. The negative is used only as the basis
for making positive copies for reader use. The size of the task
of preserving materials in deterioratjng conditions makes it apparent that this problem can be dealt with only through federal
support. This does not mean that other libraries cannot participate in such a program. Indeed, without such participation,
the problem will not be solved. However, the Library of Congress
has happily recognized its major responsibility in this area and is
taking a vigorous lead in the program of microfilming for preservation materials which have deteriorated or are deteriorating be-34-

yond the hope of any other kind of restoration. As a means of
making information regarding such master negatives available,
and also in the hope of avoiding duplication of effort, the Library
of Congress has recently set up a National Register of Microfilm
Masters maintained by the Union Catalog Division of the Library
of Congress. This division will publish from time to time lists of
the master negatives made by the Library of Congress and reported to it by other libraries participating in the program. This
publication along with the Union List of Newspapers on Microfilm
and other union lists of microfilm material is still another instance
of the joint undertakings of libraries, designed to assure that
the research library community of this country will not fail to
meet its obligations.
If we now turn our attention from libraries themselves, and
the interdependent programs and projects already under way and
envisaged for the future, to outside forces that may be expected
to contribute significantly to an even greater degree of interdependence in the future, what do we find? I believe we find
forces that will compel libraries to work closely together. The
first of these forces is the steadily increasing volume of publication, recently estimated at 5 to 6 percent per year, and the
indication that this will go on indefinitely. Second is the equally
steady increase in number of users. There is no evidence of
cessation here either. Third the sources of support, university
administrations, foundations and government, are following policies designed to bring about common or joint use of funds and
resources for the mutual benefit of all users. In the same way
foundation and government support of research is increasingly
taking the form of grants to associations, consortiums and other
cooperative groups. Thus the magnitude of the problem, and the
agencies from which support must be obtained, plus the demands
for service from readers all augur a future in which there will be
increasing need for libraries to work closely together in ways
which they cannot now foresee. If this is done well, we may
achieve higher quality of service more generally available than
ever before. The form and the extent of the interdependence of
libraries in the future is not yet clear, but all the evidence suggests
that it will be far greater than anything we have known in the
past. For libraries and librarians in these circumstances, it is important and necessary that we maintain a constant search for
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new means and better methods, that we keep always on the alert
for new applications and new devices that will improve and
strengthen our services.
Above all we need a renewed spirit of determination, that as
we become more closely interrelated and interdependent, we shall
all carry our own fair share of the burden and the opportunity
to provide library services and resources of the very highest
quality to the students, scholars and nation which depend upon
us.
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